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10 / 11/75 

Dear Harold; 


I have no intention of engaging in the type of correspondence 
with you that I endured several years ago. I am replying to your 
letter point by point, and I will not make any fyrther reply. 

To begin with, I have discussed the medical evidence with several 
people often. This does not mean that I discussed your work. Although 
I have long had Post— Ijlortem I and II, I read part I only about 
two months ago for the first time. I have read only part of part II. 

One need not have read your unpublished material to be able to in- 
+ f 1 '^S en 'fcly discuss the medical evidence (you may have noted, incidentally, 
ia f ^ scrupulously avoided use of the Berkley death certificate in 
my dew Times discussion of the back wound). I have read Hoffman, 

Meagher, Bernabei, Finck's testimony, court briefs filed by Sarrison, 
and a great deal of other material that has given me an excellent lay 
understanding of the medical evidence. I honestly do not feel that 
I require your permission to discuss this material. 


How, as for the Saturday Evening Post . About five fr sis weeks 
ago I received a call from George O'Toole. He £old me Cory SerYaas 
was looking for a peice summing up the differing interpretations of 
those who had seen the photos and x-rays, i.e. what Wecht, Lattimer, 
lischer, Morgan, Spitz, etc. felt they demonstrated. She was thinking 
ox asking Wecht to do it and O’Toole suggested to her that I might 
be able to do a more objective job (O'Toole and I had previously had 
a discussion of medical evidence which included Wecht). I tentatively 
agreed, reluctantly. My feeling was that I could put the observations 
o hese people side by side (including Spitz' observations which you 
now about because I told you) and show how it appeared that several 
saw different material or were incapable of understanding what they 
saw. -In this context I felt I could- insert an additional expert on 
the medical evidence — yourself — and thus plug your book. Thus I 
saw a way to plug Post-Mortem and at the same time prevent Wecht from 
gaining such a widely read forum. I had no intention of writing any- 

? n your wor k without your consent or even submitting a manuscript 
y ?? r „ a ? pro I^” 1 called J i m instead of you because I knew you 
1 ?^P T y p -°« before I got out my first sentSSe, 

at least be allowed to complete a few paragraphs, 
.hen you reac ',ea the way you did I contacted Howard as a possible co- 
, My Te ^ or } aa I explained it to Howard and am how explaining 

^ you '! as t *? at 1 Ielt you would more readily accept Howard’s ex- 
pertise and good will than you would mine. 

w „„ + raea ntime , SerVaas, wanting an article quickly, apparently 

went eisewhere. Anson has approached Hew Times and we are awaiting 
an answer. Howard, not I, is writing the piece. I am supplying him 

nllarTvhl :r Sfp r t?\ an f- interVieWS ’ If the piece is commissioned’ 
Howard will have the by-lme. I will have only a box which will 

consist of a comical look at the good Dr. Lattimer. 

As far as giving your work away, I have horrible 

°£. talll ?f s^era! people that you have a dynamite ? book coming 

reLrfS/tii f ° r &11 tiffle the credibility of the aSSpSf 

an i , T , ' ' S1 ^ Pe assassin theory. I have not discussed specifically 

any item I learned from reading Post-Mortem. J 


Those are the facts, 
to keep PM if I may. If I 
volumes back to you. 

(V- 


Take them any way you will. I would like 
may not let me know and I will ship both 

Best wishes, 




